This chapter offers an overview of the field of Francophone research on learning through work and is intended as a platform for presenting a delineation of this field. Research on learning through work tends to privilege cultural and historical factors. Whilst this privileging is not always formulated explicitly in the chapters within this volume, this premise needs to be acknowledged to appraise the particular contributions of Francophone researchers. This privileging of cultural and historical factors is, however, useful for the reader to establish connections between chapters and across the different Francophone perspectives they propose. More specifically, this chapter presents a range of research traditions that have secured important places within the French-speaking research community, as illustrated in the following chapters. This overview aims at explaining the disciplinary background underlying these traditions and identifying key premises and concepts and specific research and training methods that have emerged in that particular context. The chapter also attempts to illuminate the specific conceptions of learning these traditions are built on and have contributed to promote.
disciplinary origins of emergence of the Francophone tradition of ergonomics are presented, along with its central concepts, contributions to methods and applications in the field of vocational and professional training. Second, a focus is placed on the tradition of language use in relation to work, training and learning. These issues have acquired considerable visibility within Francophone research and have developed into a specific research tradition. An overview of the main research topics that have emerged within this tradition and key contributions to vocational and professional training issues is presented below. The third tradition is that referring to learning in connection with specific organisational contexts. Here, the social dimensions of learning are foregrounded and contributions from Francophone researchers are illustrated, and their alignment with other research traditions, and particularly those widely disseminated in the Anglophone world. The final section of the chapter draws together a range of ideas which have emerged beyond and across these specific research traditions, and that can be seen as having played an influencing role on the ways questions related with learning through and for work have been addressed in the Francophone world. To introduce this elaboration of Francophone traditions and their essential qualities, it seems appropriate to commence with the particularly distinct conception of ergonomics and the central role of work analysis.
Francophone Ergonomics and the Tradition of Work Analysis
A relatively new approach to vocational and professional training grew out of the concern that scientific knowledge about work is a necessary condition for designing effective training programmes. This approach is premised on the assumption that training practices should be based on, or should be concurrent with, scientific analyses of work. Research in this field, thus, focuses on the object of work (i.e. what needs to be done and therefore learned), learning the work (i.e. what is learned) and the modalities through which learning occurs at work (i.e. how it is learned). This tradition provides guidelines for the design of learning environments and programmes (Durand 2011) . This research stream is generally ascribed to the scientific tradition identified as "French-language ergonomics" or "French-speaking ergonomists" (Daniellou 2005; De Keyser 1991 , 1992 Guérin et al. 2007) . In this chapter, it is referred to as Francophone ergonomics. In what follows, the main features of this approach are introduced, explained and illustrated.
(including research) to meet the goal of "adapting the work to humans" and not the reverse. This report was followed by various initiatives that gave rise to a European tradition in ergonomics which was structured and developed in quite a different way from the Anglophone human factor approach. In France and Francophone countries, ergonomics was oriented towards: (1) designing work conditions based on real work analysis and (2) studying the potentially harmful effects of work on health. At this time, ergonomics was a part of a broad policy of national independence, and it was expected to contribute to achieving the following three objectives in the perspective of production improvement and productivity gains: (1) modernisation of the production system in its technical and organisational dimensions, (2) fight against workplace accidents and safety and (3) workers selection and accelerated vocational training to better match workplace requirements. However, Taylorian precepts have been central to Francophone ergonomics in the sense that, as De Montmollin (1984) noted, an "ergonomist is a good Taylorist", but under the condition that Taylorism is given a "human face" (De Montmollin 1981) . A major difference lies in the conceptualisation of the human factor in North American and European traditions. In the American scientific and professional culture, the human factor is often associated with the idea of human errors, which leads to systematic attempts to reduce its weight or presence in work performance, hence the rise of the field of human resource development, largely based in the USA. In French-speaking Europe, at a theoretical level, the human factor has been distinguished from another essential component of work: the task to be accomplished. Hence, the human factor has been associated with ideas of resourcefulness, inventiveness and intelligence in work situations, even in the simplest and most basic cases. The human factor, thus, came to be conceptualised as a source of excellence and a potential resource for production and profit (Dejours 2010) .
The Francophone ergonomic tradition can be further characterised by two methodological considerations. The first is that empirical research on work undertaken since the second half of the twentieth century in the field of ergonomics recurrently showed that workers never do exactly what they were asked or instructed. Rather than seeing this as a limitation, Francophone ergonomics attempted to conceptualise such a gap and developed from the basic distinction between what should be done, the prescribed task or work, and what workers do, the actual work (Amalberti et al. 1991; Ombredane and Faverge 1955; Leplat and Hoc 1983) . This distinction is of major importance as the gap between prescribed and real work has been interpreted as demonstrating: (1) that workers have autonomy and creativity, in that their work cannot be reduced to the instructions, directions or procedures that define their jobs, and (2) that both prescribed and real work need to be systematically analysed to understand workplace practices and requirements.
The second consideration is that Francophone ergonomics is both a scientific and an applied or interventional discipline. It produces knowledge about work and also aims at transforming work situations. Several authors even see ergonomics as a "technology" (De Montmollin 1967 Pinsky 1992; Pinsky and Theureau 1987; Wisner 1983 Wisner , 1995a Wisner , b, 1997 . Francophone ergonomists aim not only to make work more efficient but also safer and more healthful, by adapting the work to the people (Metz 1960) , rather than adapting the people to work as it is prescribed in instructions and by the organisation of tasks (Daniellou 1996 (Daniellou , 2005 . In this respect, ergonomics has inherited from Taylorism an ultimate concern with work analysis: improving workplace conditions and the organisation of work, rather than only producing knowledge about work. Also, what is apparent here is that whilst ergonomic and work analysis has come to be seen as essentially Francophone conceptions, their origins are influenced by the Anglophone world. However, these influences have also given shape to deep transformations, the Francophone conceptions of Taylorism being now conceptualised differently in Anglophone and Francophone traditions.
Work Analysis as Method Beyond the Laboratory
The recognition of a gap between prescribed work and real work prompted ergonomists to abandon their laboratories and instead enter workplaces so that they could better observe, measure and record what was happening authentically (Laville et al. 1972; Wisner 1985) . With the advent of miniaturised recording devices, remote data transmission and video and digital broadcasting, work requirements can be more easily scrutinised via energy cost calculations based on remote measurements of respiratory gas exchange, detailed movement analysis via video-image processing and electromyographic recordings of workers in action. Moreover, as work became ever more dematerialised, intellectual and collective, methods of data collection and analysis became also more cognitive and communicative, with greater reliance on methods from cognitive sciences and linguistics (e.g. Borzeix and Fraenkel 2001; Grosjean and Lacoste 1999; Pavard 1994; Theureau 2004a, b) . Through these processes, work analysis has clearly taken an increasingly "pragmatic turn" and favoured on-site observation. Ergonomists became very much aware of the need for a familiarisation period in work settings, both for themselves and for those they observe. By conducting participant observation and, sometimes, even by contributing actively to job performance, they must become familiar to the others so as to ensure optimal study conditions of work activities.
Yet field observation, even when participatory, still does not provide complete access to all dimensions of work experiences. Ergonomists have, therefore, developed research procedures that involve their participants in two different and complementary ways. That is, workers inform researchers both passively, by allowing themselves to be observed, and also actively, by answering questions designed to prompt descriptions, comments and explanations about the unobservable components of their work. Unfortunately, even this type of information collection is sometimes not sufficient for scientific analyses. In part, this is because components of work activities may not be fully conscious or reflected on and sometimes because language skills are insufficient to secure valid and reliable communication between workers and researchers. As a consequence, Oddone et al. (2008) devised a procedure called the "Instructions to the Double" (instruction au sosie) in the context of FIAT factories in Torino. In this procedure, workers did not have to describe their work -a task they found difficult. Instead, they were asked to talk to researchers as if they would be replacing next day on the job. Workers then gave their virtual doubles all the information needed to ensure that "no one would notice any difference" between work performed by the worker and its double. This procedure proved to be particularly productive and efficient. It helped to bring to visibility the sorts of tacit knowledge that are particularly difficult to observe or to access reflexively.
Another procedure utilised by ergonomists was inspired by the field of human ethology (Von Cranach et al. 1982) . Originally called "confrontation", this method consisted of having actors watch video recordings of the actions performed by other actors and asking them to comment on and explain what they had seen. The procedure was then extended to include "self-confrontation", in which they provided comments and information about their own actions. During selfconfrontation interviews, individuals watch recordings of their own actions, describe their goals or intentions at that time, point out causal links between seemingly discrete and elementary acts, explain the meaning they ascribe to these acts and so on. This procedure was greatly enriched when adopted in the ergonomic approach. An initial enhancement comprised in developing methods to ensure greater precision in what participants in self-confronted interviews actually say (Theureau 2004a (Theureau , 2010 . In some cases, this concerns the expression of workers' experience during the recorded activity; and in other cases, the concern was about the analysis aided by researchers or addressed to them. A second improvement consisted in gaining greater precision in the modes of prompting and supporting the interviewees, which depends on whether researchers want a neutral expression of the past experience or a reconstruction and development of the experience as mediated by the language (Mollo and Falzon 2004) . Self-confrontation interviews served also as the basis for confronting two individuals performing the same job. By recording work activities performed by several different workers, structured interview settings enabled collective forms of analyses, encouraging workers to address variations, discrepancies and controversies in the ways work activities were conducted. This later interview method was developed in particular in the field of the Clinic of Activity approach, under the label "cross-self-confrontations" (Clot et al. 2001; Kloetzer et al. 2015) .
The particular methods developed by ergonomists to address the problems of work understanding and transformations are part of Francophone-specific research designs, sometimes called collaborative investigations. Collaborations between researchers and practitioners last from several weeks to several years and are motivated by a shared interest in workplace intervention and knowledge elaboration. Such research designs are predicated on cooperation between people with very different types of expertise (scientific vs. professional) but with equal value and dignity. Such collaborative research designs often go beyond mere job analysis and focus on deeper dimensions of professional practices, such as the very culture of the action or the job category. For some authors, collaborations between researchers and workers sharing the same objectives of knowledge building and transformation have the potential to initiate new social spaces for reshaping the relationships between scientific research and social practices (Schwartz 1998) . Aligned with this orientation to inquiry is a focus on activity.
Activity as a Source of Unity and Diversity
These technical and methodological developments have also been driven by theoretical advances, particularly in regard to the definition of work as an object of research, that is, when it is conceptualised as a complex and demanding social practice that can be rigorously investigated when it is observed in context and not decomposed into a series of elementary processes. These principles led to adopt the category of activity as a fundamental concept and unit of analysis for studying real work in relation to prescribed work. It is certainly difficult to define work activity in a way that is both precise and consensual. However, it is possible to propose that work activity is what people do when they are engaged in a job task. Although this definition is obviously rather vague, it has two merits. It reflects the idea of work as being made up of many interrelated dimensions, and it also allows for a broad range of theoretical bases to account for the meaning and dynamic organisation of activities.
Certainly, the Russian historico-cultural perspective in social sciences has been an important source of inspiration for Francophone ergonomists. Theoreticians such as Leontiev, Galperin, Talyzina and Rubinstein, as well as Bakhtin and Vygotsky, are seen as major contributors to this perspective. Many concepts and ideas of these authors have exerted an influence on ergonomic research to an extent that can only be briefly mentioned here. These contributions include the (1) distinctions between action and operation in activity, (2) mediated character of human activity, (3) essential cultural dimension of work activity, (4) complete and total engagement in work as a source of both growth or empowerment and suffering or alienation, (5) importance of collective forms of understanding work (even individual work), (6) the contradictory or conflicting nature of realities faced by workers within production systems, etc.
Other influences have also been powerful. For instance, the traditions of information processing, Piaget's cognitive constructivism on practical reasoning, the analysis of interactions based on conversational analysis or ethnomethodology and the study of individual and collective achievements from a cognitive anthropology perspective, inspired in part by the paradigm of situated action/cognition, have all been salient. Importantly, Francophone researchers have not just unquestioningly borrowed these concepts. Instead, they have adapted and used them to develop theoretical elaborations and traditions. In what follows, three main traditions will be briefly outlined, as illustrations of the diversity and richness of work analysis as it can be conceptualised from an ergonomic perspective. These traditions do not produce an exhaustive picture of the theoretical landscape. Instead, they focus on perspectives that have been particularly relevant for vocational and professional training, as illustrated by the chapters gathered in this volume.
The first tradition can be identified as Professional or Vocational Didactics. Mainly inspired by the work of Piaget, Professional Didactics focuses on cognition and cognitive invariants of experienced professionals. It also investigates the dynamic processes through which objects transform into instruments for action during work (Pastré 2007; Rabardel 1995; Rabardel and Pastré 2005; Rabardel and Beguin 2005) . These cognitive constructs are naturally developed over the course of long periods of time and are considered as pragmatic concepts that can be used to organise work practices. These pragmatic concepts are what novices need to learn to become competent professionals (Pastré et al. 2006) . Within this book, Mayen's chapter illustrates the Professional Didactics tradition (Mayen 2015) .
The second tradition is known as the Clinic of Activity approach. Inspired mainly by Vygotsky and Bakhtin, this approach emphasises the importance of the historical and cultural dimensions of work and positions the work of each individual as the personal expression of a collective and impersonal genre (Kloetzer et al. 2015) . Methods of work analysis, combined with the presence of researchers in the workplace, trigger processes of work narration and job-related controversy during cross-self-confrontations. These mechanisms are seen as being developmental processes through which workers internalise the rules and norms underlying the job, whilst still creating their own version of that work practice (Clot 1999 (Clot , 2009 Clot and Kostulski 2011; Kostulski 2011) .
The "course-of-action" approach can be seen as a third tradition inspired by Francophone ergonomics. The course-of-action approach is based on the enactive perspective of Maturana and Varela (1987) and the assumption that any practice gives rise to experience, that is, the individuals' processing of experiences that is partially expressible in self-confrontation (Theureau 2004a) . Within this framework, the unit of analysis is the coupling between activity and situation, with activity being considered as autonomous and self-constructive (Durand 2008 (Durand , 2011 (Durand , 2013 Poizat et al. 2013) . This approach has led researchers to conceptualise activity transformation in terms of appropriation and/or individuation (Durand and Poizat 2015 volume; Poizat 2015) .
To these three traditions, it is possible to add the interactional and multimodal perspective that emanates from studies by the Language and Work network (Borzeix and Fraenkel 2001) . Research conducted in this tradition focuses on interactions in workplaces and their contributions to learning (Filliettaz et al. 2015; Veillard 2015) . Although somewhat separate from the general context of Francophone ergonomics, it is rooted in important theoretical and methodological traditions, including linguistics, ethnomethodology, conversation analysis and workplace studies. Section 3 in this chapter elaborates the contributions of this specific tradition of understanding of learning through work.
Work Analysis and Its Contributions to Vocational Training
Francophone ergonomists became interested in vocational training very early on (De Montmollin 1974; Ombredane and Faverge 1955; Teiger and Lacomblez 2013) . By the 1980s, specialists in vocational and professional education had engaged with both scientific and technological orientations developed by ergonomists. Today, researchers and practitioners in vocational and adult education are the forefront for developing original and complementary studies combining work analytic methods with training practices. These studies can be specified by the following characteristics: (1) they address real work practices, with a focus on human activity; and (2) they hypothesise that human activity has productive and constructive sides. Activity is productive in the sense that it transforms the physical world and produces visible material outcomes. It is also constructive in so far as it transforms workers' internal worlds, their beliefs, knowledge, dispositions and the repertoire of resources they need for working; (3) these studies adopt and adapt specific tools and methods, such as self-confrontation interviews and modelling; (4) they enact participatory research designs that take into account experienced workers and vocational trainers' perspectives and knowledge of including their adjustments to training problems; and (5) they extend the frame of reference of ergonomics to project management and to the ergonomics of training . This growing body of research has taken shape in various configurations that explore different ways for combining work analytic approaches with training and learning processes. In what follows, the orientations underlying these configurations will be briefly overviewed.
Work Analysis for Training
The first configuration accounts for the fact that, from their earliest studies, ergonomists became involved in training practices and saw their contribution as preceding and informing the processes and intended outcomes of training (Montmollin 1974) . For representatives of Professional or Vocational Didactics, for instance, the ergonomic analysis of work conducted with experienced workers aims at deciphering work-related knowledge and elaborating learning contents that will be, as a second step, used for training purposes. For instance, for training pilots or engineers, it is important to have a detailed understanding of the sorts of knowledge required at work, before designing training programmes that will consist of sharing this knowledge with newcomers. Hence, the typical, invariant and shared components of activity are identified by work analysis and, therefore, provide contents for training courses. Although initially motivated by purposes associated with effective application, such empirical research has provided trainers with evidence that it is relevant to adapt training to the real work and learning processes observed in the field. The regularities observed in the work of different individuals or the same individual in diverse situations are seen as indications of the competencies -or the elements underlying the here-and-now activity -resulting from practice and/or learning and determining the performance level in job-related tasks (Samurçay and Pastré 1995, 2004; Ouellet and Vézina 2015; Vidal-Gomel and Samurçay 2002) .
Work Analysis as Training
In a second configuration, researchers quickly acknowledged that through being involved in work analytic practices, workers experienced gains in terms of knowledge construction and performance. These positive transformations have been interpreted differently, depending on various theoretical frameworks. They have been conceptualised as (1) providing greater awareness, understanding and cognitive appreciation of the activity by workers themselves (Pastré 2011) ; (2) comprising a formal narrative that elicits and ensures a gain in intelligibility; (3) "putting into words" that allows for narrative, distancing and reflexivity (Clot 2009 ); and more generally (4) a better understanding of the self in action and as an inherent condition to knowledge acquisition (Falzon 2013) . What these traditions have in common is the assumption that work analyses should not only be regarded as a condition preceding training but also as training practices as such, in which learning and practitioners' development may arise.
Work Analysis as Long-Term Inquiry About Learning and Training
A third research configuration emerged as long-term inquiries about the development of vocational and professional training. This focus has resulted in research on transformations in work activities over the longer term instead of a focus on the present. Procedures to predict activity and track it backwards over various timescales have been explored. These investigations address work and training situations where transformations have occurred, whether assisted or not (Chaliès et al. 2004 (Chaliès et al. , 2008 Filliettaz 2012; Mayen 2000 Mayen , 2012 Veillard 2015) . Iterative research designs have been developed that closely combine work analysis with training practices, in what has become known as the ergonomics of training situations (Bailly et al. 2014; Durand 2013; Horcik and Durand 2011; Horcik et al. 2014 ).
Work Analysis as Design-Based Research
Finally, a fourth configuration that seems to be emerging today could be summarised as design-based research. This configuration simultaneously convenes activity analysis, design and training through iterative loops. This configuration is characterised by two aspects: (1) it recognises and exploits the two simultaneous and interdependent facets of human activity (i.e. production and construction), and (2) it assumes that there is a mutual structuring and inherent link between empirical research and technological research, oriented towards training design (Durand 2008) . This means that the same assumptions underlie both empirical and technological researches and that the two programmes validate or invalidate each other. One of the main objectives is to create and extend knowledge about developing and sustaining innovative learning environments either in the workplace or in training. There are two challenges associated with carrying out design-based studies as defined here: (1) researchers endorse simultaneously research and design roles, and (2) new forms of collaborative partnerships evolve between researchers and practitioners. For instance, mixed groups of informants are used to prompt the transformation in activities and activity organisation through a process of concurrent design and the expansion and transmission of innovation as the object and objective of collaborative investigation. This configuration opens a new field for research and practice, located somewhere between the design of work environments and capacitating organisations (Lorino et al. 2011; Lorino 2015) and the design of vocational training that can accommodate the intermediate hybrids of work/training .
Francophone Perspectives on Language, Work and Learning
When scrutinising the circumstances in which work activities are conducted, not only as "plans" or "tasks" but as "real actions", ergonomists and work analysts notice that talk and other forms of language use may play a considerable role in how an individual engages in work activities. Consequently, the conditions under which these forms of language use could be understood, described and interpreted attracted considerable attention within the Francophone research community dedicated to learning and work. In the mid-1980s, a number of linguists with diverse disciplinary backgrounds began to actively contribute to the research programme of a "scientific study of work" and developed collaborations with specialists of various disciplines such as ergonomics, work psychology, organisational sociology, anthropology or economics. A formal interdisciplinary network emerged from these collaborations, entitled "Language and Work" (langage et travail), and officially accredited by French academic research organisations. Over more than two decades of existence, the Language and Work network delivered important research outcomes on a wide range of topics related to language use in the workplace and empirically grounded in a diverse range of empirical fields (Boutet 1995; Borzeix and Fraenkel 2001; Grosjean and Lacoste 1999; Pène et al. 2001) . In what follows, the contributions of this network are briefly summarised in a non-exhaustive way.
The first contribution of this research tradition was to operationalise what has been identified as a "linguistic turn" in the ergonomic analysis of work (Boutet 2001) . This turn recognises both the presence and the key contributions from language use to the planning, the accomplishment and the reflexive interpretation of work-production activities. Language is not absent from the workplace. It is through engaging in communicative events that individuals plan their work, coordinate their contributions to production tasks with other workers, solve problems, keep memories of their decisions, assess the results of work, engage in reflexive reasoning, etc. From that standpoint, language can be seen as a constituent and constitutive part of work, according to the expression coined by Boutet (2001) -la part langagière du travail.
The recognition of language use as a constitutive part of work should not be regarded as given and self-evident. However, it is a relatively recent historical and cultural construct that is closely related with evolutions that have occurred in modern times about the organisation of work. Herein lies a second important contribution from the Language and Work network to the ergonomic analysis of work. By adopting a sociological and historical perspective on the role and place of language use in workplaces, representatives of this research tradition emphasised numerous and significant changes in work organisations, which had a direct impact on how language has been perceived. As mentioned by Boutet (2008) , language use was not acknowledged as a productive resource in a Taylorian production system. It was seen as a mere distraction and prohibited from the large manufactures and factories that developed after the industrial revolution in the nineteenth century. The labour had to "do the work" and not "talk". The situation rapidly changed after the oil and energy crisis in the early 1970s, when a service-oriented economy progressively took over in Western societies and when a "new work order" was established. It was then commonly expected that workers should be able to cooperate with colleagues, have literacy skills, adapt to norms and procedures that may take written or oral forms and be able to cope with unpredicted "events". Being a competent worker in such a work context also required the ability to mobilise and to develop "communicative competences" (Zarifian 2001) . These requirements and expectations have increased considerably in recent times, known as the "globalised new economy". Influenced by the rise of new technologies, a growing number of work-production tasks have quickly become "dematerialised" and now take the shape of symbolic actions in which workers produce and interpret "signs" and engage in a constant meaning-making process. In many respects, the contemporary workplace no longer sees language use as a peripheral ingredient but as a production resource and as a mediating tool through which professional practice occurs. These changes have significant consequences in terms of vocational and professional education, which has to prepare and adapt the workforce not only to specific technical and work-related skills but also, more widely, to multilingual, globalised and language-mediated professional practices (Mourlhon-Dallies 2008) .
In recognising the configuring role of language in contemporary workplaces, representatives of the Language and Work tradition have also highlighted the multiple functions endorsed by linguistic resources in workplaces. These functions include practical, social as well as cognitive dimensions of work practice (Lacoste 2001 ) and can be seen as being fivefold. First, language use at work has often been reported as serving practical functions. Through engaging in discourse and interactions, workers "get things done", and they plan and anticipate future actions, perform them and provide accounts and evaluations about past events. Second, linguistic resources are also used by workers as resources for accomplishing the social dimensions of professional practices. They are means through which workers position themselves in groups, endorse specific identities, produce or reproduce cultural communities or establish power relations. Linguistic resources as they are used in the workplace discourse and interactions also serve cognitive processes related to memory, problem solving and learning. It is by engaging in discourse and interactions that workers share and negotiate a joint understanding of the world (i.e. intersubjectivity), that they take decisions and reflect on their experiences and that they may learn from more experienced workers.
A fourth significant input from the Language and Work network was to endorse an interventionist perspective adopted by the ergonomic tradition. From that standpoint, research on professional practice was designed as a means for bringing change and addressing work organisation issues, as they are experienced and formulated by workers themselves. Workplaces are not merely seen as sites for data collection and descriptive analysis but as an institution in which workers engage practically, subjectively and emotionally and where specific needs may emerge. The role of a research-intervention design is then to identify these needs, to shape the demands that may emerge from these needs and to develop methods that can fruitfully respond to these demands. Considering that demands emanating from work organisations often have direct or indirect connections with language use, representatives of the Language and Work network contributed, in an interdisciplinary perspective, to ergonomic interventions. These interventions addressed a wide range of issues, in diverse professional contexts. For instance, they contributed to understand service encounters in the public sector, the role of cooperation and coordination in the work of nurses (Grosjean and Lacoste 1999) or the specific nature of language use in call centres (Boutet 2008) .
Finally, contributions from the Language and Work perspective underline the richness, the complexity and the diverse ways through which language use may be related to work activities. Building upon early distinctions introduced by ergonomists, language was seen as being used "at", "as" and "about" work (Lacoste 2001) . Language may be used "at" work when it interrelates with practical actions and physical interventions in the material world. Language may be used "as" work in situations where professional practice is primarily accomplished through communicative events. Language can also be used "about" work when it produced anticipatory, contemporary or retrospective accounts about work activities.
In what follows, each of these diverse forms of contributions from language use to work activities and learning is presented in more detail.
Language Use as a Resource for Accomplishing Work
One first way to understand the role and place of language in connection to work is to recognise the "performative" dimension of language use. Referring back to the founders of linguistic pragmatics (Austin 1975; Searle 1969 ), language should not only be regarded as a medium for "describing" the world but as a tool for performing "speech acts" and accomplishing intentions that may transform the world. Applied to workplace contexts, these ideas have contributed to fostering a specific perspective on language use, in which the production of talk or writing is conceptualised as a resource for "doing" work in settings where a plurality of participants are co-present and have to engage in forms of coordination.
These ideas have been widely shared amongst discourse and interaction analysts, inspired by a wide range of Anglophone research traditions. These include interactional sociolinguistics (Gumperz 1982) , the ethnography of speaking (Hymes 1984) and mediated discourse analysis (Scollon 2001) . These traditions view language not only as a way of conveying information from speakers to recipients but as a historical and culturally shaped medium through which individuals take actions, achieve cooperation, align identities and participate in social events. In observing the concreted actions amongst participants and describing how they communicate and interact, discourse and interaction analysts examine what individuals produce together, what they hold each other accountable for and how they make sense of actions of others. In doing so, they identify patterns of practice that make visible what members need to know, produce and interpret to participate to work-production tasks in an appropriate way. A wide range of analytic concepts have been elaborated within these traditions, for instance, that of performativity, indexicality, sequential organisation or multimodality. These concepts have been designed to account for the situated, collective and dynamic nature of work activities and to understand how language use, combined with other semiotic resources, is contributing to the joint accomplishment of work. Whilst not defined here, they are presented in detail in Filliettaz et al. (2015) within this volume.
Importantly, specific methodological requirements are associated with the study of language use "at" or "as" work. These requirements relate to how empirical data may be collected, processed and interpreted for research and intervention purposes. Empirical data is central for discourse and interaction analysis in the sense that they constitute the primary material on which the analysis is based. Data can consist of written, oral and multimodal accounts of behaviour through which individuals accomplish social practices in specific contexts. Discourse and interaction analysts usually do not artificially produce the data they are putting under scrutiny. They collect these data in the natural conditions in which they occur and conduct field work to gain access to such data. For capturing the indexical, dynamic and multimodal nature of situated interactions, discourse and interaction analysts have progressively come to use video recordings for research purposes (Erickson 2004; Heath et al. 2010) . Video recordings of naturally occurring talk in interaction capture the fine-grained details of how interaction unfolds, its relations with specific material and practical arrangements and the complex range of semiotic resources used and combined by participants. The analysis is based on transcripts and the audio-video recordings they refer to. This analysis is highly qualitative, and based not only on the contents expressed in the data. Details regarding the unfolding process of interaction are also seen as offering meaningful cues for understanding how these contents are understood by participants themselves. From there, analytic interpretations are based both on a general ethnographic understanding of the contexts in which data was collected and on the qualitative properties of these data and their dynamic unfolding.
Within the Francophone world, a wide range of research topics have been investigated recently using a discourse and interaction analytic lens. Researchers have explored different facets of the role and place of language use "at" and "as" work. One first domain of investigation consists in exploring the material and dynamic conditions in which workers accomplish joint forms of actions in workplaces and coordinate their participation to such actions. Numerous studies, for instance, stress the role of fine-grained coordination processes in various work contexts such operating rooms (Mondada 2006) , business meetings (Mondada 2005) , handovers in nursing (Grosjean and Lacoste 1999) or industrial companies (Filliettaz 2008) . Decision-making processes in the workplace have also been extensively investigated within this tradition. Grosjean and Mondada (2004) bring together studies that stress the role of negotiations in workplace activities and that analyse the conditions in which these negotiations occur, in diverse professional environments, such as service encounters, shops or public administrations. Studies by Grusenmeyer and Trognon (1997) also describe how workers accomplish shared forms of reasoning in nurses' handovers, and how these shared forms of reasoning are accomplished in and through dialogues. Another area of research has focused on interpersonal and relational dimensions in workplace contexts. Studies addressing this topic have primarily investigated service encounters, whether in retail stores (Kerbrat-Orecchioni and Traverso 2008; Filliettaz 2006) or call centres (Boutet 2008) . They highlight that interpersonal relations at work are often asymmetrical and that language use plays an important role in the ways participants handle these asymmetries (Laforest and Vincent 2006) . Finally, written forms of language use have also been taken into consideration. Studies by Fraenkel (2001) show, for instance, that writing in workplace contexts should not be regarded exclusively in terms of static written productions (i.e. written texts) but as dynamic processes that is closely interrelated with professional practices themselves. Similar to talk, written forms of work activities are collectively produced and the result of a dynamic and situated accomplishment.
Language Use as a Resource for Analysing Work
When ergonomists started to undertake systematic and fine-grained analyses of work activities, it was often observed that the sorts of knowledge that underlie professional practices are sometimes difficult to identify and to categorise. As mentioned above, this body of knowledge is not easily intelligible for external observers. Workers themselves often experience difficulties in explaining what they do and what constitutes their expertise. There are good reasons for this difficulty. This knowledge tends to be embodied in gestures and technical actions, but is often not consciously present in workers' minds and, therefore, not easily accessible nor able to be articulated through their utterances. This issue is well illustrated in Ouellet and Vézina's contribution to this volume (Ouellet and Vézina 2015) , when they note that the specific kind of knowledge developed by expert workers in the meat-processing industry cannot be simply inferred declaratively from observation or spontaneous interactions with workers.
As also mentioned earlier, specific interview procedures have been developed and refined within the tradition of Francophone ergonomics in attempts to overcome these difficulties. Known as "self-confrontation interviews", "instruction to the double" or "explanation interviews", these procedures have aimed at gaining access to practice-based knowledge by placing workers in situations where they are invited to comment on situated work activities through structured and guided interview techniques. These methods are not transparent from language use but are deeply mediated by the ways semiotic resources may be used not only "at" work but also "about" work. Interestingly, these methods are also closely aligned with specific epistemological backgrounds and have developed particular conceptions in respect to how language may contribute to the intelligibility of work activities. In what follows, elements of these theoretical conceptions are explained, and different aspects of language use "about" work are explored.
A key premise within this tradition is that language use can be regarded as a meaning-making process. For the "course-of-action" approach (see Durand and Poizat 2015; Poizat 2015) , for instance, self-confrontation techniques aim to identify meaningful action units, which are defined as "signs". These signs reflect workers' subjective experiences and how they are able to identify what they see as relevant elements of their work environments. Meaningful action units emerge in self-confrontation interviews, as the result of a combination between real work activities as they are accomplished and observable, and interpreted activities, as they are commented by workers through language use.
A second aspect of language use that deserves attention in the context of workanalysis interviews is what linguists or specialists in communication, following Jakobson (1960) , have termed the "referential function of language". Many scholars in the tradition of work analysis consider language as a "descriptive" tool but also as a means for representing or referring to elements of the context in which it is used. For Bronckart et al. (2004) , for instance, work activities become interpreted through the mediation of language use. It is by producing discourses "about" work and by referring to specific work activities that workers display interpreted versions of their praxis. These interpretations may take various "shapes", depending on the contents of the interviews and the linguistic resources used to refer to such contents. For instance, work activities can be framed in discourses about work as "situated actions" that occur in a single specific context, or as "typifications" that are seen as having a more general validity, going beyond the immediacy of single instances.
Language use "about" work is often inherently "dialogical" in the sense that it is collectively and dynamically produced by participants as they engage in workanalysis interviews. Here lies another important specificity of language use as it is conceptualised in work analysis. Representatives of the Clinic of Activity approach have explicitly insisted on this aspect of the role of language in ergonomic interventions (see Kloetzer et al. 2015) . As mentioned in the work of Kostulski (2011) , for instance, the dynamic unfolding of dialogues in self-confrontation interviews can be seen as an intersubjective process through which participants share perceptions, engage in controversies, negotiate local agreements, etc. A relation of isomorphic nature is being postulated between the unfolding structure of dialogues and the cognitive and social aspects of collective reasoning that emerge from these dialogues.
It should also be added that work-analysis interviews are not only "dialogical" in the sense that they are jointly accomplished through "dialogues" but because they are shaped by broader pre-existing cultural and historical constructs. This refers to a specific conception of "dialogism", borrowed in particular from the work of Bakhtin (Clark and Holquist 1984) , and that borrowing has strongly influenced various perspectives and traditions in Francophone research on learning through work. One of Bakhtin's key premises was to consider that discourses are not locally invented by speakers or writers, as they engage in specific actions. Instead, these discourses are using "genres" as models and frames. They are also polyphonic in the sense that they respond to other discourses already produced or anticipate discourses that may occur in the future. In sum, these discourses are involved in a dialogical process in which participants engage with cultural and social resources that are beyond the sphere of influence of local and isolated individuals. Applied in the context of work activity analyses, Bakthin's dialogical perspective has often been used to show how much workplaces are framed by numerous and sometimes conflicting social norms. Particularly illustrative of this tradition is Matte and Cooren's contribution to this volume (Matte and Cooren 2015) . These authors make visible how the discourses produced by professionals working for humanitarian organisations are not only voicing their own actions but also a wide range of other institutional voices that are often contradictory and create permanent tensions between values, beliefs, interests and ideologies. Similar considerations are present in the chapter by Lorino (2015) , where organisational changes are conceptualised as influenced by how workers engage in a process of "dialogical inquiries" that evolves over time and as members of workplaces have to transform their routines and habits.
Language Use as a Resource for Learning and Development
When underlining the role and place of language "at", "as" or "about" work, Francophone researchers also produced numerous considerations about how the accomplishment or the reflexive understanding of work activities may be seen as resources for learning and training. Specific conceptions of learning and professional development emerged from these considerations, often closely connected with sociocultural learning theories. In what follows, the specific contributions from a linguistic perspective on work activities to the field of Francophone vocational and professional (i.e. work) training are briefly summarised. A topic that first attracted close attention amongst Francophone researchers was vocational and professional training and learning, seen from the perspective of language use. Representatives of Professional Didactics (Mayen 2012 (Mayen , 2015 Pastré et al. 2006 ) have long investigated this issue and have largely contributed to establish the idea that learning processes, as they arise in workplaces or in vocational training contexts, are deeply shaped by language use, for three main reasons: firstly, because, as mentioned earlier, language use is present in the vast majority of work activities and plays a configuring role in most of professional practices; secondly, because language use can be seen as playing an important role in the work of teachers, trainers, mentors or workplace supervisors and the ways they share their knowledge with learning workers; and, thirdly, because language is conceptualised as a mediating tool through which cultural knowledge associated with practice may be shared, acquired and interiorised by participants.
These ideas are closely aligned with a historico-cultural framework that stresses the collective and distributed nature of learning processes and the configuring role of "the others" in the ways individuals expand their zone of proximal development (Vygotsky 1978) through the mediation of "scaffolding dialogues" (Bruner 1983; Wood et al. 1976) . By applying Vygotsky's and Bruner's ideas on an ergonomic analysis of work activities, scholars in the field of Professional Didactics brought interesting insights to the study of mentoring and guidance in workplace and vocational learning. For instance, Savoyant (1995) investigated the specific ways through which professional knowledge is shared between experienced workers and newcomers in the workplace. His research stressed the implicit nature of these forms of transmission and the differences that characterise these forms from school teaching practices. In a similar perspective, Mayen (2002) analysed vocational training interactions in the agricultural sector, as they take place between apprentices and skilled workers in a wide range of institutional settings. He observed that scaffolding dialogues are present not only in vocational schools or in formal assessment practices but also in ordinary work activities as they are accomplished in workplace contexts. Elaborating on these ideas, recent research conducted by Kunégel (2011) in the occupation of car mechanics identified and described the specific actions mentors take when guiding apprentices in work-production tasks. Kunégel also described how forms of cooperation between mentors and apprentices evolve over time, as apprentices become more competent and autonomous in their tasks (see Filliettaz et al. 2015) . All these research findings tend to elaborate how language use and verbal interactions exert influences on what is often referred to as learners' zone of proximal development and the real conditions under which guided forms of learning are accomplished in practice.
By adopting a similar historico-cultural perspective, other traditions in Francophone research on learning through work have focused their investigations not so much on learning and shared knowledge but on psychological development. As explicitly mentioned by Kloetzer et al. (2015) , the Clinic of Activity approach views learning as a form of development. It is through their capacity to develop their activities in workplaces that workers may learn and address the many and often conflicting demands and challenges of work, at both physical and mental levels. From that standpoint, work activity analysis and the diverse selfconfrontation interview techniques associated with an ergonomic approach are conceptualised as resources for sustaining development processes in contexts where obstacles have been identifies. From a Clinic of Activity perspective, workers engage in a triple form of dialogue when they are invited to collectively comment on their work activities in so-called cross-self-confrontation interviews (Clot 2005) . At an interpersonal level, they negotiate their perceptions about how work activity is being carried out or how it could have been carried out differently. At a transpersonal level, they engage in a "dialogical" process following a Bakhtinian account, in which they confront their perceptions to collective and historical constructs developed by specific "trades". And, finally, at an intrapersonal level, they reintegrate these perceptions and transform them through the mediation of interactions with other workers. It is by navigating through these diverse levels of dialogues that the means by which workers engage with their activities can evolve in a dynamic process and that issues related to security and health may be fruitfully addressed. In elaborating the resource that language provides as a means to explain learning and development resides one specific contribution of verbal interaction to the development of adults in workplace contexts.
Social and Organisational Dimensions to Learning

Learning as an Inherently Social Process
Several contributions collected in this volume directly address the social dimension of workplace learning, taking place in various social settings, such as block-release vocational training, alternating school-based formal training and practical internships in various organisational settings (Veillard; Bourgeois et al. 2015) , large business firms (Lorino 2015) , cooperative day-care centres (Brougère 2015) , humanitarian organisations (Matte and Cooren. 2015) or various informal and formal learning settings in the field of organic agriculture (Bourgeois et al. 2015) .
The social dimension of learning on focus in the research reported in those contributions is dealt with at several levels: macro cultural context, organisational context and social interactions (with peers, supervisors, tutors, etc.) .
At the (macro) cultural level, Bourgeois et al. (2015) show that the prevailing mode of transmission and learning in a given occupational area, to a large extent, depends on the evolution and the prevailing pattern of professional practice and knowledge in the area (continuity vs. break from tradition, loose vs. tight modelling, single vs. multiple modelling, loose vs. tight professional community, etc.). Brougère (2015) analyses parent-run cooperative children's day-care centres as communities of practice, with different actors (i.e. parents and professional educators) negotiating different repertoires of practices and meanings, in particular about educational and caring practices and beliefs.
At the organisational level, Lorino (2015) views organisations as combining, on the one hand, "communities of practice" (e.g. technicians or accountants or purchasers), that is, in Wenger's (1998) sense, a community sharing common professional practices and culture ("professional genre"), and, on the other hand, "communities of process", that is, a community of people from different professional cultures but cooperating towards common work goals and process. Work activity in organisations is inherently collective, involving both communities of practice and communities of process in interaction. On the other hand, learning is viewed as inherent in activity: when facing a problematic, unexpected or novel situation in the course of its activity, the work collective (i.e. both communities of practice and of process) engages in an inquiry to form a so-called community of inquiry. The outcome of this inquiry process, whether successful or unsuccessful, depends upon various types of factors, including organisational ones, such as managerial conditions and work organisation. Likewise, Brougère (2015) sees the day-care centre organisation as a community of practice and accordingly relates learning in that workplace to participation in the community of practice: the actors' (parents and professional) opportunities for learning depend on their actual mode of participation in the community of practice and the other way around. Matte and Cooren (2015) also view learning in organisational settings as an inquiry process, mostly triggered by the experience of "organisational tensions" to be solved. Veillard (2015) , drawing on Billett's (2006) typology, associates the observed discrepancies between the "intended", "actual" and "experienced" curricula to differences in the school setting and the workplace (companies where trainees do their practical internships).
The social dimension of learning in the workplace is also addressed in terms of social (interindividual) interactions. Lorino (2015) insists on learning as a "dialogical" process involving organisational members with different styles (within a community of practice sharing a common professional "genre") and/or functions and positions (within a community of process), making the inquiry process "heterological", thereby creating potential for learning. Supervisor-trainee relationships are the focus of Bourgeois et al.'s (2015) study of psychologist trainees. They show that learning, and more specifically "individuation" in the learning process, depends on several characteristics of the relationship between the individual trainees and their supervisors. These authors also emphasise the role of the group's support in the training and in workplace settings, particularly in terms of "psychological safety". Matte and Cooren (2015) focus on some specific aspects of social interactions in learning and more specifically on peer-to-peer interactions. In particular, they examine the role of what they call "ventriloquial" dialogue in learning in organisational settings such as a big humanitarian organisation.
In conclusion, what is striking in most of these contributions is the central assumption that (workplace) learning is inherently social, albeit as Billett (2014) infers the personal character of that socially derived learning. It is viewed as embedded in activity, which is itself viewed as inherently collective, as an essentially dialogical process or as participation in a community of practice. This social dimension is typically dealt with either from a historico-cultural perspective (with the notion of community of practice as a key concept) deeply rooted in the Vygotskian and neo-Vygotskian traditions or from a more Francophone-oriented anthropological perspective, focusing on learning and transmission in various occupational areas. Those contributions also share the assumption that learning is always somehow essentially a transformation process -transformation of practices, beliefs, representations of the world ("narratives") or "habits". Moreover, learning implies that such a transformation is socially recognised and valued as such. Such an emphasis on the social dimension of learning does not mean that its individual and subjective dimension is not taken into account. This is clearly the case in Matte and Cooren's (2015) study, looking as learning from the point of view of the individual "interactants" involved in a dialogical activity. Likewise, Bourgeois and his colleagues focus on the "individuation" process, that is, the process through which the individuals gradually differentiate themselves from the reference model in a vocational transmission context. However, even in these cases, individual learning is viewed as always operating within the framework of interactions with others (significant persons or a community the individual belongs to or identifies with).
Theoretical, Conceptual and Disciplinary Frames of Reference
The theoretical and conceptual references in those contributions are quite varied. Some of them are strongly grounded in the Vygotskian (Vygotsky 2012 ) and neo-Vygotskian (Wertsch 1991) , emphasising the historico-cultural dimension of learning. Likewise, the theory of community of practice (Lave and Wenger 1991; Rogoff 1990; Wenger 1998 ) is widely referred to. Dewey (1938) , with his theory of inquiry, valuation and experience, also appears as a central reference to account for learning as a (collective) inquiry process responding to problematic situation met in the course of the work activity. The organisational dimension of learning is addressed in reference to general organisational theory (e.g. Simon 1965 ), theory of organisational learning (Antonacopoulou and Chiva 2007; Clegg et al. 2005; Elkjaer 2004; Gherardi et al. 1998 ) and organisational communication (Bisel et al. 2012; Brummans et al. 2014 . The assumption of learning as a dialogical process is mostly grounded in Bakhtin's work (Todorov 1984) , as well as Erving Goffman's on interaction rituals and presentation of self (Goffman 1959 (Goffman , 1967 . Theories of activity, both French (Clot 1999; Clot and Faïta 2000; Rabardel 2005) and Soviet, are also a major source of inspiration in some of those contributions that approach learning as essentially inherent in human activity. The individuation process in learning is addressed mostly from a psychoanalytical point of view (Bion 1979; Delannoy 1997; Kaës 2011; Richard and Wainrib 2006; Winnicott 1971) . Last but not the least, the anthropological/ethnographic French literature on transmission in various occupational areas (Burnay 2011; Burnay and Klein 2009; Chevallier 1991; Delbos and Jorion 1984; Dolbeau 2012; Nizet et al. 2009 ) is also a central reference in some of those contributions. Collectively, workplace learning is approached in those contributions clearly from a range of disciplinary perspectives. These include French anthropology, French and Soviet theories of activity, sociology of organisation (both French and British), psychoanalysis and psychology of learning and micro-sociology and psychology of social interactions. However, apart from a few exceptions (i.e. French theory of activity, French anthropology of occupational transmission and French psychoanalysis), the origins of the theoretical backgrounds of those contributions are predominantly Anglophone. If there is any Francophone specificity in the research presented here, it lies in how these ideas have been taken up and engaged in the French milieu or macro cultural context as discussed above. For instance, how these traditions come to be articulated is in some ways peculiar: for example, psychoanalysis and psychology of learning to account for the individuation process in workplace learning or theory of activity, theory of communication and sociology of organisation to account for some aspects of organisation learning. Beyond that, the prevailing theoretical assumptions underlying that research on workplace learning presented in those contributions (i.e. strong emphasis on the social dimension of learning, close link between activity and learning, systematic articulation between the individual and collective dimensions of learning, emphasis on interactions between individual engagement and affordances in workplace learning, etc.) are quite consistent with how workplace learning is approached in the Anglophone research literature today.
Empirical Research Methods and Fields
The theoretical developments proposed by those contributions are all grounded in qualitative empirical research, conducted with different methods. Organisational ethnographic case study (i.e. mostly based upon various types of interviews and direct observation) is the most represented method in those contributions. One of them uses a longitudinal design (i.e. Veillard 2015) and another uses a comparative design contrasting data from two distinct empirical fields (i.e. Bourgeois et al. 2015) . The research presented in those contributions was conducted on a wide variety of professional fields, mostly in organisational settings (big business firms, agriculture, block-release vocational training and professional education programmes, humanitarian NGO and day-care centres).
Key Ideas Beyond Specific Traditions
This overview of recurrent features of the chapters collected in the book demonstrates how Francophone perspectives and traditions on learning through work are clearly not disconnected from other traditions as they are enacted internationally in the relevant field of research. Moreover, Francophone research does not appear as a unified and homogeneous set of ideas. Instead, it evolves in many different directions, sometimes in close connections with theoretical and methodological elaborations developed and applied in the English-speaking world.
However, beyond the specific traditions they are aligned with and to which they contribute, the perspectives advanced in this book promote key ideas that are necessary to have in mind when engaging effectively with the Francophone research literature. These ideas are sometimes formulated explicitly, sometimes implicitly, and they convey a range of principles that attempt to go beyond binary and clear-cut dichotomies. In what follows, these principles are briefly articulated.
Firstly, a precept that underlies most of the research traditions advanced in this book is of tight relations amongst activity, learning and "subjectivity". Work activities cannot be disconnected from the individuals who do the work and their subjective and personal engagement in workplace environments. From that standpoint, the perspective of the "subjects" -the workers themselves -is seen as a salient feature that drives both ethical and theoretical considerations of the Francophone perspective. From an ethical standpoint, a particular concern is directed towards the benefits workers may gain in the sorts of knowledge produced about their practices. And from a theoretical standpoint, as pointed earlier in this chapter, work activities are not conceptualised as a strict application of norms, procedures and routines but individuals' personal engagement in complex, dynamic and, sometimes, problematic situations. It is through this process of subjective engagement that learning and development arise.
A specific conception of research with regard to practice derives from the abovementioned precept. For most of researchers contributing to this volume, research is neither disconnected nor radically distinct, from practice itself. Rather than producing research "about" or even "for" practitioners, the purpose driving a number of traditions illustrated in this volume emphasises research designs that can be enacted also "with" practitioners themselves and in which those practitioners have an active role (Cameron et al. 1994) . Collaborations between researchers and practitioners, in this perspective, are not conceptualised as outcomes that can be applied or "transferred" to practice. Instead, they need to be negotiated and dynamic processes, based on explicit or implicit demands emerging from practitioners. From that standpoint, workplaces are not only an object of description and analysis; they are also transformed through research interventions.
This later point has important consequences with regard to how one conceptualises the links between "research methods" and "research results". For most authors enacting an interventionist research design, results are not conceptualised as an outcome of empirical material, collected and analysed through the lens of a specific methodological frame. Procedures, it is proposed, are seen as tools through which interventions and change occur. They are intrinsically associated with the production of knowledge but also, most importantly, with learning and development outcomes for those who participate.
Finally, specific ways of combining vocational training and work emerge from Francophone traditions, which are far more complex than a linear and clear-cut delimitated set of practices. Most of the contributors to this volume do not assume that vocational training precedes work experience and that learning is a prerequisite for work. Learning, it is proposed, can take various forms depending on the cultural, institutional and practical contexts in which it is enacted. Workplace activities can be explicitly integrated in vocational training curriculum (see Veillard 2015) , and training contents can be identified and categorised through a detailed analysis of real work activities (see Mayen 2015; Ouellet and Vézina 2015) . As stressed by most chapters, workers very often engage in learning experiences in the workplace, but they also do so when specific conditions are afforded to them. What Francophone research does, in close connection with other traditions and perspectives, is then to contribute to the understanding of these conditions and to how these can best be supported and promoted.
